STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Sukhchain Singh, s/o Dhirta Singh

r/o Village Chak Somian Wala,

Tehsil Guruharsahai, Distt. Ferozepur

 9815868942

                                                                                                                                          --------Complainant 


            Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Director of Animal Husbandary, Punjab

17 Bays Building, Chandigarh 


                                                                                                                              -------Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1282 of 2016

Present:
(i) None is present on behalf of the complainant 



(ii) Dr. K.P.S. Pasricha, Veterinary Officer on behalf of the respondent

ORDER

Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, complainant  filed a complaint with the Commission, which was received in it on 30.06.2016. Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.
2.
Today, Dr. K.P.S. Pasricha, Veterinary Officer is appearing on behalf of the Respondent and states that the information demanded by the information seeker is in question form and the reply has already been sent to the complainant. While going through the contents of the RTI application, it has come to my notice that the information asked for by the information seeker should be available on the website of public authority and the complainant should not have asked for this and should have accessed the same from the website. The representative of the Respondent states that their website is not updated. 

2.
This is a complaint case in which the information asked for is in the questions/queries form. The respondent states that they have dealt with the RTI 
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application in time and have duly informed the complainant that the information sought for is in the form of questions/queries, which cannot be provided under the RTI Act. In a complaint case, the conduct of the PIO has to be seen and since he has replied in time, no more action needs to be taken. 

3.
However, it has been seen that the information is of general nature which should be part of their website as per the requirements of Section 4 of the RTI Act which prescribes the obligations of the public authorities. It mandates every public authority to disclose suomoto information in the form of 17 manuals for the convenience of the Public. The respondents are directed to upload the necessary information on the website of the department for general public, so that if any complainant/appellant wants this kind of information, he is in a position to have the same from the website. They will do so now and send a compliance report within fifteen days. 

4.
This kind of activity was mandated in 2005 when the RTI Act came into force and should have been done within 120 days and should have been regularly updated thereafter. 

4.
In view of the foregoing, no cause of action is left. The complaint case filed by the Complainant is , therefore, disposed of and  closed. Copy of these orders be sent to the parties.

Sd/-

Dated : 03.08.2016




         ( S.S. Channy)











Chief Information Commissioner
                        




   
          

   Punjab
CC:
(i) Additional Chief Secretary,




Animal Husbandry Fisheries & Diary          
} to ensure to maintain their 
Development, Punjab Civil Secretariat
}website as per the requirement 
Chandigarh
}of the Section 4 of the RTI Act 2005.
(ii) Director, Animal Husbandry, 
Punjab Civil Secretariat, 17 Bays Building,
Chandigarh 

STATE INFORMATION COMMISSION, PUNJAB
SCO No. 84-85, Sector 17-C, CHANDIGARH.

(www.infocommpunjab.com)

Sh. Rajinder Singh,

s/o S.Teja Singh,

Kothi No. 88, Phase -7,

Mohali-160062

                                                                                                                                          --------Complainant 

                                                      Vs.

Public Information Officer,

O/o Chief Administrator,

GMADA, Mohali


                                                                                                                              -------Respondent

Complaint Case No. 1249/2016

Present :  
(i) None is present on behalf of the complainant 


(ii) Sh. Mandeep Kumar, Patwari on behalf of the respondent
 
ORDER
Failing to get any information within 30 days as mandated under Section 7(1) of the RTI Act, 2005, Complainant filed a complaint with the Commission, which was received in it on 23.06.2016.Since the perusal of the file revealed that there were sufficient grounds which were required to be looked into by the Commission in terms of Section 18(1)(b) of the RTI Act, 2005, notice of hearing was issued to both the parties for today.

2.
The Complainant is absent. He has not informed the Commission about his absence for today's hearing.

3.
Sh. Mandeep Kumar is appearing on behalf of the respondent and has submitted the reply which is as under:-

T[go'es ft;a/ ;zpzXh nkg tb'A ehsh rJh gqsh p/Bsh nB[;ko df;nk iKdk j? fe nkg tb'A I' gZso fwsh 13H01H2016 nB[;ko wzrh rJh ;{uBk j?, T[j nkg dh doyk;s nB[;ko fJj gZso wfjewk wkb Bkb ;zpzXs j?. fJ; bJh fJ; gZso dh ekgh fi; wfjew/ B/ gZso ikoh ehsk j?, T[; wfjew/ tb'A gqkgs ehsh ik ;edh j?. i/eo fe;/ yk; (;g?;fce) ;{uBk dh b'V j?, T[; pko/ df;nk ikt/ sK I' ;{uBk fdsh ik ;e/.
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4.
I agree with the reply of the Respondent. Complainant may note that each of these authorities has separate PIOs. It is not the job of the PIO of GMADA Office to collect and thereafter collate this information from different PIOs of different Public Authorities and thereafter supply the same to the complainant. I find no merit in the complaint and the same is dismissed. The complainant may, however, approach the concerned PIOs with fresh application/s if he wants the information.
5.
This is the complaint case, therefore, the attention of the complainant is drawn to the decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in its order dated 12.12.2011 in Civil Appeal Nos.10787 – 10788 of 2011 (arising out of SLP © No.32768-32769/2010), wherein it has held that while entertaining a complaint under Section 18 of the RTI Act, 2005, the Commissioners have no jurisdiction to pass an order providing for an access to the information.  As per the above decision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, the Information Commission has a power to receive and enquire into the complaint of any person who  has been refused access to any information requested under this Act (section 18 (1)(b)} or has been given incomplete, misleading or false information under the Act (Section 18(1)(e) or has not been given a response to a request for information or access to information within time limits specified under the Act (Section 18(1)(c)).

6.
Copies of the order be sent to the parties. 



Sd/-
Dated : 03.08.2016




         ( S.S. Channy)











Chief Information Commissioner
                        




   
          

   Punjab
